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We investigate the relationship between the acquisition of gender and derivational 
morphology in 124 Turkish L1 child acquirers of Greek (mean age: 13.6). Three oral 
elicitation tasks are used: a gender assignment task, a gender agreement task and a 
derivational morphology task. Results reveal that the nonnative speakers (NNS) lag 
behind their monolingual peers on all tasks, but have extremely low scores on the 
derivational morphology task. Interestingly, the correlation between their performance 
on the gender agreement and the derivational morphology task is higher than on the 
other two cases, suggesting that the NNS might be relying more on their explicit 
knowledge on the gender assignment task. 
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The aim of the study is to investigate whether the acquisition of morphosyntactic 
phenomena and inflectional morphology (i.e. gender assignment and gender 
agreement) runs in parallel to the acquisition of derivational morphology in Turkish 
children who acquire Greek as a second language (L2). 
There are a number of studies in first language (L1) acquisition which indicate 
that derivational morphology is acquired later than inflectional morphology: In a 
seminal study Berko ([1958] 2004) found out that English preschool children are able 
to apply inflectional suffixes to pseudowords, whereas they very rarely use 
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derivational suffixes. Tyler & Nagy (1989) also claim that some aspects of 
derivational morphology, such as distributional knowledge (i.e. the knowledge of the 
concatenation rules between stems and suffixes), are acquired later, even after the end 
of junior high-school education. 
Although there is increasing interest in child second language (L2) acquisition, 
most studies focus on the acquisition of morpho-syntax and vocabulary as well as the 
in-between relationship, leaving the acquisition of derivational morphology behind
1
. 
There is now mounting evidence that L2 children usually lag behind their 
monolingual peers (on both morpho-syntax and vocabulary) during the first years of 
primary school but normally catch-up with them by the end of primary school (Cobo-
Lewis et al. 2002; Golberg et al. 2008). It is also attested that the amount of input the 
L2 children receive plays an important role in the acquisition of both domains 
(Gathercole & Thomas 2009). 
As far as the relationship between morpho-syntax and vocabulary is concerned, 
the results are contradictory: some researchers (e.g., Paradis 2011) claim that there is 
a relationship between the two domains, while others (e.g., Chondrogianni & Marinis 
2011) argue that the development of each domain is relatively autonomous. More 
specifically, Paradis (2011) investigated the effect of internal factors (i.e. non-verbal 
IQ, phonological memory and age) and external factors (mainly L2 input) on child L2 
acquisition of English vocabulary and morpho-syntax (more specifically tense 
morphology). The children in the study were aged 4;10-7;0 and were successive 
bilinguals in English with different L1s (Chinese, Spanish or Arabic). Results 
indicated that internal factors played a more important role than external factors on 
the acquisition of tense morphology and vocabulary. More importantly, the same 
factors played an important role on test scores for both vocabulary and tense, which 
was interpreted as evidence that the same mental processes underlie both domains. 
Chondrogianni & Marinis (2011), on the other hand, also examined the effect of 
external and internal factors on child L2 acquisition of English vocabulary and 
morpho-syntax. They distinguished, however, between simple morpho-syntactic 
phenomena (i.e. receptive grammar and tense morphology) and more complex ones 
(i.e. wh-questions, passive voice, definite and indefinite article). The children in their 
study were slightly older (6;2-9;8 years) and were successive bilinguals in English 
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with L1 Turkish. Results indicated that L2 children had lower scores than L1 children 
on all tests, but exhibited more difficulties with vocabulary and complex morpho-
syntactic phenomena than with simple morpho-syntactic phenomena. Furthermore, 
although age at the time of testing and exposure to English were important factors for 
performance on all tests, other input related factors, such as mother’s competence in 
English, were important only for vocabulary and complex morpho-syntactic 
phenomena. The researchers interpreted these findings as evidence of domain 
specificity. 
Although not mentioned in the above studies, the type of the tasks used might 
also play an important role. Montrul et al. (2008) examined English adult L2 learners 
of Spanish and heritage speakers of Spanish (L2 English) in the acquisition of gender 
and found differential results depending on type of task. More specifically, the 
heritage speakers had higher accuracy in oral production tasks, while the adult L2 
learners had higher accuracy in written recognition tasks, although the same 
phenomenon was examined. The researchers interpret these results in terms of 
implicit and explicit knowledge, arguing that adult L2 learners might be using 
different mechanisms, as they have learned the L2 in formal settings, and might be 
relying on their explicit metalinguistic knowledge in the written tasks. Heritage 
speakers, on the other hand, are thought to be relying more on their implicit 
knowledge, as their literacy in English is low, due to English schooling. 
In the present study, we investigate the relationship between the acquisition of 
morpho-syntax and derivational morphology as well as the effect of L2 input and 
proficiency in both domains in L1 Turkish adolescents who acquire Greek as an L2. 
Thus, the participants in our study are older (aged 12;0-16;0) at the time of testing 
than the children in the previous studies and are all native speakers of Turkish who 
were first exposed to Greek at the time they entered primary school. More 
specifically, they are members of the Muslim minority in Greece, and although they 
reside in Greece, they receive input in Greek mostly at the school environment. For 
that reason L2 input is measured by means of their type of schooling. Proficiency, on 
the other hand is measured by means of a written proficiency test. We also examine a 
group of native speakers of Greek, at the same age, who serve as a control group. As 
far as morpho-syntax is concerned, we examine two morpho-syntactic phenomena 
that are highly interrelated, i.e. gender assignment and gender agreement. The 
acquisition of gender in Greek by native speakers of Turkish is of particular interest, 
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as Turkish is a language with no grammatical gender, whereas Greek has grammatical 
gender with three gender values: masculine, feminine, neuter. Although the gender 
value of nouns is considered arbitrary, there are in Greek prototypically masculine, 
feminine and neuter nouns for which grammatical gender can be computed on the 
basis of semantic and morpho-phonological properties (Αλαζηαζηάδε-΢πκεσλίδε & 
Χεηιά-Μαξθνπνύινπ 2003). 
Our experimental hypotheses are the following ones: 
1. Both the native speakers (NS) and the non native speakers (NNS) will have 
higher accuracy on gender assignment and gender agreement than on 
derivational morphology. 
2. The NS will have higher accuracy than the NNS. 
3. The NNS’s accuracy will increase with increasing proficiency level. 
4. There will be a higher correlation between the scores on gender assignment 
and gender agreement than between the scores on derivational morphology 
and gender assignment or gender agreement. 
5. The NNS’s performance on a written proficiency test and the intensity of 
the input that they have received will play an important role on the 
acquisition of both gender and derivational morphology. These factors, 
however, might be more important predictors of performance on one of 





Three untimed, off-line, oral tasks were used: a gender assignment task, which 
involved the selection of the correct form of the definite article (i.e. masculine, 
feminine or neuter), a gender agreement task, which involved the elicitation of an 
adjective that agrees in gender with the corresponding noun, and a derivational 
morphology task, which consisted in the elicitation of existing derivatives. 
 
2.1 The gender assignment task 
In the gender assignment task the participants were presented with a noun, 
accompanied by a picture of its referent, and were asked to choose the correct form of 
the definite article (i.e. masculine, feminine or neuter). Each noun was written beneath 
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the picture of its referent. The items were presented on a computer screen in the form 
of a power-point presentation. The author read each noun and the participant was 
expected to pronounce the correct form of the definite article. The task consisted of 64 
nouns with 8 different endings (8 x 8 = 64): 3 typically masculine (i.e. -os, -is, -as), 2 
typically feminine (i.e. -a, -i) and 3 typically neuter (i.e. -o, -i, -ma). For each ending 
except ending -ma, there were 4 [+human] and 4 [-animate] nouns, whereas all nouns 
ending in -ma were [-animate]. Overall, there were 36 semantically prototypical nouns 
(i.e. [+human] masculine and feminine nouns and [-animate] neuter nouns) and 28 
semantically non-prototypical nouns (i.e. [-animate] masculine and feminine nouns 
and [+human] neuter nouns)
2
. There were three practice trials. An example of an item 
of the task is depicted in Figure 1. 
 
o / i / to kathreftis
 
Figure 1. Example of the gender assignment task 
 
2.2 The gender agreement task 
In the gender agreement task the participants were presented with two pictures 
showing the same referent, which differed in a specific property (e.g. size, for 
example a big mirror and a small mirror). One of the pictures was circled and the 
participants had to use an adjective to refer to the circled referent. The nouns used 
were the same as the ones in the gender assignment task. The items were presented on 
a computer screen in the form of a power-point presentation. The author asked the 
appropriate question for each slide, which was also written on top of the pictures. The 
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For the notion of prototypicality with respect to gender cf. Αλαζηαζηάδε-΢πκεσλίδε & Χεηιά-
Μαξθνπνύινπ (2003). 
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participants responded orally. There were eleven practice trials. An example of an 
item of the gender agreement task is presented in Figure 2. 
 
What kind of a mirror is it?
[Ti kathreftis ine?]
 
Figure 2. Example of the gender agreement task 
 
2.3 The derivational morphology task 
In the derivational morphology task the participants were presented with a sentence 
containing the base and were asked to produce the derivative. Each sentence was 
accompanied by a picture of a professional. The pictures and the corresponding 
sentences were presented in paper sheets that were shown to the participants one by 
one. The author read the sentences and the participants responded orally. The elicited 
derivatives were all existing words which denote “profession” and are formed with 6 
derivational suffixes (-ás, -dzís, -áris, -ístas, -istís, -tís). Overall there were 48 
sentences (8 sentences X 6 suffixes) accompanying 48 pictures of professionals. 
There were no practice trials. An example of an item of the derivational morphology 




This man sells fish. He is a ………………
[Aftos o andras poulaei psaria. Ine enas ..........]
 
Figure 3: Example of the derivational morphology task 
 
2.4 Participants 
The three tasks were administered to 124 Turkish learners of Greek (NNS) aged 12 to 
16 years (Mean = 13.6, SD = 0.8) who were students in 4 high-schools in rural areas 
in Western Thrace. The same tasks were also administered to 41 native speakers of 
Greek (NS) who were at the same age (Mean = 13.3, SD = 0.8), were students at the 
same high-schools and served as a control group. All participants participated in all 
tasks. 
The parents of all NNS were native speakers of Turkish. There were only 7 
NNS who had one parent whose L1 was Pomak, but they all stated either that they had 
no knowledge of Pomak either that they could only understand and use a few words. 
None of the NNS had parents who were native speakers of Greek. Their age of onset 
of acquisition wasn’t examined, but Turkish-speaking children growing up in these 
areas of Greece are usually first exposed to Greek when they enter Primary school. 
Proficiency in Greek was measured by means of a written proficiency test, 
which was part of the test Let’s Speak Greek III [Αρ Μιλήζοςμε Ελληνικά ΙΙΙ] 
(Σδεβειέθνπ et al. 2003) that has been designed to examine Turkish-speaking 
children’s proficiency in L2 Greek. The test was administered to both NS and NNS3. 
The NS had a mean of 21 out of a maximum of 24 (SD = 2, range = 17-24). The NNS 
were divided into four proficiency levels based on the mean and the SD of the NS 
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 As only part of the original test was administered, the NNS could not be classified according to the 
range of proficiency levels specified for that test. Consequently, we relied on the NS mean score and 
SD in order to assign them to different proficiency levels, as the NNS who score within two SDs of the 
NS mean are generally considered to be advanced (cf. Bongaerts 1999; Montrul 2005). 
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group: a) 23 NNS were considered to be advanced, as they scored 17-24 on the test 
(Mean = 19, SD = 2), b) 28 NNS were considered medium advanced, as they scored 
13-16 on the test (Mean = 15, SD = 1), c) 40 NNS were medium beginners, as they 
scored 9-12 on the test (Mean = 11, SD = 1) and d) 33 NNS were beginners, as they 
scored below 9 on the test (Mean = 6, SD = 2). 
The intensity of the input that the NNS had received was measured by means of 
the NNS’s type of schooling, i.e. whether they had attended a standard Greek primary 
school (where all the classes are taught in Greek) or a minority primary school (in 
which half of the classes are taught in Greek and half in Turkish)
4
. Only 33 NNS had 
attended at some point a standard Greek primary school, whereas the remaining 92 
NNS had exclusively attended minority primary schools. The number of years during 




All tasks were administered in the school environment in a quiet location. Participants 
were examined orally on an individual basis by the author. The author read the 
questions, which were also written on the slides, and wrote down the participants’ 
answers on an answer sheet. All tasks were untimed. There were two sessions for each 
participant. The gender agreement and the derivational morphology tasks were 
administered in the first session, while the gender assignment task and a pseudoword 
derivational morphology task
5
 were administered in the second session. Each session 
lasted 20-30 minutes approximately and there were no breaks. The period of time 
between the two sessions ranged from a few days to a few weeks.  
 
2.6 Scoring 
In the gender assignment task correct responses were scored when the participants 
selected the correct definite article. In the gender agreement task correct responses 
were scored when the participants produced an adjective that agreed in gender with 
the corresponding noun, irrespective of whether it was suitable in terms of meaning. 
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 We decided against measuring the amount of input that the NNS receive at home, as none of them had 
parents who are native speakers of Greek and, thus, there would be questions as to the quality of input 
that they receive at home. Furthermore, it has been attested that the members of the Muslim minority of 
Thrace speak a variety of Greek with a lot of deviations from the norm as far as gender is concerned 
(Sella-Mazi 1999). 
5
 For the results of the pseudoword derivational morphology task, cf. Κόληα & Παπαδνπνύινπ 2017.  
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In the derivational morphology task correct responses were scored when the 
participants produced the correct derivative or another word that contained the base 
and was a synonym. 
Participants received 1 point for each correct response. Each participant's 
accuracy score, i.e. the sum of correct responses (maximum = 63 for the gender 
assignment and the gender agreement task
6
 and 48 for the derivational morphology 
task), was calculated for each task. Additionally, the percentages of correct responses 





The performance of both the NS and the NNS on each of the tasks is depicted in 
Figure 4. Evidently, the NS performed better than the NNS on all tasks and both the 
NS and the NNS had their lowest scores on the derivational morphology task. The 
mean score of the NNS was however strikingly low (22%). 
 
 
Figure 4. NS and NNS accuracy (%) on each task 
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 One item was excluded from the analysis due to inconsistent responses of the NS in both tasks. 
Gender vs. agreement in child L2 Greek 
235 
In order to examine whether the NS had higher accuracy than the NNS in all tasks 
(hypothesis 2) we conducted separate Mann-Whitney tests for each task
7
. Results 
revealed that the NS scored significantly higher than the NNS on all tasks (U = 
199.50, z = -8.95, p < .001, r = -.70 for the gender assignment task, U = 37.50, z = -
9.47, p < .001, r = -.74 for the gender agreement task, U = 34.50, z = -9.47, p < .001, r 
= -.74 for the derivational morphology task). In order to further examine whether both 
the NS and the NNS did better on some of the tests (hypothesis 1), separate 
Friedman’s ANOVAs were conducted for the NS and the NNS. Results showed that 
the performance of both groups was significantly different from task to task (σ2(2) = 
76.35, p < .001 for the NS, σ2(2) = 237.12, p < .000 for the NNS). Wilcoxon tests 
were used to follow up this finding. A Bonferroni correction was applied and so all 
effects are reported at a .0167 level of significance. It appeared that both the NS and 
the NNS had significantly higher scores on gender assignment than on gender 
agreement (T = 0, z = 3.48, r = .54 for the NS and T = 142.50, z = 9.18, r = .82 for the 
NNS) and on derivational morphology (T = 0, z = 5.58, r = .87 for the NS and T = 0, z 
= 9.66, r = .87 for the NNS). The scores of both groups were also significantly higher 
on gender agreement than on derivational morphology (T = 0, z = 5.58, r = .87 for the 
NS and T = 0, z = 9.66, r = .87 for the NNS). Thus, it appears that the pattern of 
performance on the different tasks is the same for both groups, the only difference 
being that the difference between the scores on gender assignment and gender 
agreement is much more pronounced for the NNS than for the NS (r = .82 and r = .54 
respectively).  
The performance of each proficiency group of the NNS (i.e. beginners, medium 
beginners, medium advanced and advanced NNS) as well as the performance of the 
NS on each task is depicted in Figure 5. It illustrates that the performance of the NNS 
ameliorates with increasing proficiency level, although even the advanced group still 
lags behind the NS group on gender agreement and derivational morphology. 
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 The Shapiro-Wilk Test indicated that the scores of the NS were normally distributed on the 
derivational morphology task (D(41) = 0.97, p = .33) but not on the other two tasks (D(41) = 0.23, p < 
.001 for gender assignment and D(41) = 0.71, p < .001 for gender agreement), possibly due to ceiling 
effects. Results also indicated that the scores of the NNS were significantly non-normal on all tasks 
(D(124) = 0.97, p < .005 for gender assignment, D(124) = 0.92, p < .001 for gender agreement, D(124) 
= 0.91, p < .001 for derivational morphology). Although this effect could be attributed to the large 




Figure 5. Accuracy (%) on each task according to proficiency level 
 
In order to statistically test whether there was increasing accuracy with increasing 
proficiency level (hypothesis 3) we conducted separate Kruskal-Wallis tests for each 
task. Results revealed that the differences between proficiency levels were significant 
for all tasks (H(4) = 121.25, p < .001 for the gender assignment task, H(4) = 124.14, p 
< .001 for the gender agreement task, H(4) = 113.95, p < .001 for the derivational 
morphology task). Mann-Whitney tests were used to follow up this finding. The 
performance of each proficiency group was compared to the performance of the two 
proficiency groups immediately below. Thus, 7 comparisons were conducted for each 
task. A Bonferroni correction was applied and so all effects are reported at a .007 
level of significance. It appeared that in the gender assignment task (a) the NS had 
higher accuracy than the advanced and the medium advanced NNS, (b) the advanced 
NNS had higher accuracy than the medium advanced and the medium beginners NNS, 
(c) the medium advanced had higher accuracy than the beginners, but did not 
significantly differ from the medium beginners and (d) the medium beginners had 
significantly higher accuracy than the beginners. In the gender agreement task (a) the 
NS had higher accuracy than the advanced and the medium advanced NNS, (b) the 
advanced NNS had higher accuracy than the medium advanced and the medium 
beginners, (c) the medium advanced had higher accuracy than the medium beginners 
and the beginners and (d) the medium beginners had higher accuracy than the 
beginners. In the derivational morphology task (a) the NS had higher accuracy than 
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the advanced and the medium advanced NNS, (b) the advanced NNS had higher 
accuracy than the medium advanced and the medium beginners, (c) the medium 
advanced had higher accuracy than the beginners, but did not significantly differ from 
the medium beginners and (d) the medium beginners did not significantly differ from 
the beginners. 
In order to test whether there was a higher correlation between gender 
assignment and gender agreement than between the other tasks (hypothesis 4), 
Pearson’s correlations were conducted between accuracy (%) on the three tasks. 
Separate correlations were conducted for the NS and the NNS. Results revealed that 
for the NS (a) there was a significant correlation between their performance on the 
gender agreement task and the derivational morphology task (r = .41, p < .01), 
whereas (b) the correlation between the gender assignment and the gender agreement 
task as well as the correlation between the gender assignment and the derivational 
morphology task were not significant (r = .08, p = .61 and r = .31, p = .052 
respectively). As far as the NNS are concerned, correlations between all tasks were 
significant. However, there was a higher correlation between the gender agreement 
and the derivational morphology task (r = .82, p < .001) than between the gender 
assignment and the gender agreement task (r = .73, p < .001) and between the gender 
assignment and the derivational morphology task (r = .65, p < .001), contrary to 
hypothesis 4. The difference between the correlation coefficients is statistically 
significant (tdifference = 14.99, p < 01). 
Regression analyses were conducted in order to estimate the effect of 
proficiency (i.e. performance on the written proficiency test) and intensity of input 
(i.e. number of years in Greek school) on performance of the NNS on each of the tests 
(hypothesis 5). There was a high correlation between proficiency and performance on 
all taks (r = .66, p < .001 for the gender assignment task, r = .71, p < .001 for the 
gender agreement task and r = .65, p < .001 for the derivational morphology task), 
whereas there was a moderate correlation between intensity of input and performance 
on the gender assignment task (r = .29, p = .005) and a relatively high correlation 
between intensity of input and performance on the other two tasks (r = .44, p < .005 
for gender agreement and r = .45, p < .001 for derivational morphology). 
Interestingly, there was no correlation between the NNS’s performance on the written 
proficiency test and the number of years that they had attended a Greek school (r = 
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.14, p = .12)
8
. Proficiency was entered in step 1 and intensity of input in step 2 of the 
regression model. Results indicated that both factors played an important role on all 
three tasks. There were however differences in their contribution according to the type 
of the task. More specifically, proficiency explained 43.3% (R
2
 = .433, p < .001 for 
step 1, β = .66, p < .001 for proficiency) of the variation in the gender assignment 
task, whereas the intensity of input explained an additional 3.8% of the variation (ΓR2 
= .038, p < .005 for step 2, β = .63, p < .001 for proficiency, β = .20, p < .005 for 
input). Turning to the gender agreement task, proficiency explained 50.9% of the 
variation (R
2
 = .509, p < .001 for Step 1, β = .71, p < .001 for proficiency), whereas 
intensity of input explained an additional 11.7% (ΓR2 = .117, p < .001 for Step 2, β = 
.67, p < .001 for proficiency, β = .35, p < .001 for input). Finally, in the derivational 
morphology task, proficiency explained 41.6% of the variation (R
2
 = .416, p < .001 
for Step 1, β = .65, p < .001 for proficiency) and intensity of input explained an 
additional 13.5% (ΓR2 = .135, p < .001 for Step 2, β = .59, p < .001 for proficiency, β 
= .37, p < .001). 
Regression analyses were also conducted for the NS, in order to test whether 
their score on the proficiency test had an effect on any of the tasks. The intensity of 
the input (i.e. years in Greek school) was not entered into the regression because it 
was approximately the same for all NS, as they all had attended a standard Greek 
primary school. Performance on the written proficiency test was significantly related 
to performance on the derivational morphology task (r = .53, p < .001) and was also 
moderately related to performance on the gender agreement task, although the 
correlation was not statistically significant (r = .22, p = .17). There was no correlation 
between performance on the written proficiency test and the gender assignment task (r 
= -.07, p = .66). The NS’s score on the written proficiency test explained 27.8% of the 
variation in their performance in the derivational morphology task (R
2
 = .278, p < 
.001, β = .53, p < .001 for proficiency). Performance in the proficiency test did not 
significantly predict the NS performance in any of the other two tasks (R
2
 = .005, p = 
.66 for the gender assignment task and R
2
 = .047, p = .17 for the gender agreement 
task), which is not surprising considering that they reach 100% and 99% on these 
tasks.  
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 It should be noted however that when correlation analysis was conducted for all the 149 NNS who 
initially took the written proficiency test (part of them was excluded from the tasks for various 
reasons), there was a low correlation between input and proficiency score (r = .24, p < .005). 




The research hypotheses are only partially confirmed. More specifically, the first three 
hypotheses are confirmed by the results. Both the NS and the NNS have higher 
accuracy on the gender assignment and the gender agreement tasks than on the 
derivational morphology task, as is predicted by hypothesis 1. This finding 
corroborates previous studies indicating that derivational morphology is acquired later 
(cf. Berko [1958] 2004, Tyler & Nagy 1989)
9
. In fact the scores of both the NNS and 
the NS on the derivational morphology task are extremely low, thus raising questions 
as to the validity of the task. Due to this reason the task was also administered to 16 
adult NS, aged 20-26, undergraduate students at the Aristotle University of Greece, 
who had an average score of 89%. Thus, it can be concluded that the task is valid, and 
the low scores should be attributed to the fact that the derivational morphology (or the 
vocabulary at hand) has not been mastered by the age of the participants. 
The NS have higher accuracy than the NNS on all tasks, consistently with 
hypothesis 2. The NNS lag behind them, even though they should have caught up by 
this age (12-16). However, this finding is not surprising for the particular group, as it 
has been attested in previous studies that their overall level of proficiency in Greek is 
relatively low (cf. Σδεβειέθνπ et al. 2004). Furthermore the difference between the 
gender assignment and the gender agreement tasks is much more pronounced for the 
NNS than for the NS, who have ceiling performance on both tasks
10
. The NNS’s 
accuracy increases with increasing proficiency level, consistently with hypothesis 3. 
However, even the advanced NNS lag behind the NS on all tasks. Based on their 
scores, one could conclude that the NNS have only acquired gender assignment, as 
they score well below 90% on all other tasks. Their score is extremely low on the 
derivational morphology task, indicating severe vocabulary difficulties. 
Turning to the other two hypotheses now, we can conclude that some of the 
findings are quite unexpected. Contrary to hypothesis 4, the performance of the NNS 
on the gender agreement and the derivational morphology tasks correlates more 
highly than their performance on the gender assignment and the gender agreement 
tasks, even though the last two tasks involved the same grammatical phenomenon and 
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 It should be noted however that the derivational morphology task that we use is also a vocabulary test, 
as it involves existing words. 
10
 The NS’s lower performance on the gender agreement task is mostly due to the fact that they 
sometimes perform semantic (and not grammatical) agreement (cf. Κόληα 2013). 
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exactly the same items were used. This could be interpreted as an indication that the 
NNS rely on different resources in order to perform the gender assignment and the 
gender agreement task (i.e. explicit vs. implicit knowledge), in line with previous 
studies that indicated differential results for the same grammatical phenomenon 
depending on the type of task used (cf. Montrul et al. 2008). This hypothesis is further 
corroborated by the pattern of their mistakes in the two tasks, as they seem to rely 
more on morpho-phonological cues (i.e. inflectional suffixes
11
) in the gender 
assignment task and more on semantic cues (i.e. natural gender
12
) in the gender 
agreement task (cf. Konta 2012).  
Both performance on the written proficiency test and input (i.e. years in Greek 
school) play an important role in all tasks, consistently with hypothesis 5. 
Interestingly, however, input plays a more important role in performance on the 
gender agreement and the derivational morphology tasks, which are more demanding 
tasks, than on the gender assignment task. This could be interpreted as an indication 
of domain specificity, in line with previous studies (cf. Chondrogianni & Marinis 
2011). It could, however, also indicate that the NNS rely more on their explicit 
knowledge in the gender assignment task, because they have the time to do that, as it 
is a less demanding task (Ellis 2005). This explanation is further corroborated by the 
finding that performance on gender agreement and derivational morphology correlate 
more highly as well as by the fact that the NNS behave quite differently on the two 
morpho-syntactic tasks, as stated above.  
It is interesting however, that performance on the written proficiency test 
significantly predicts performance on the derivational morphology task for the NS 
also. This finding can be explained if we assume that the written proficiency test is 
also measuring literacy, as it is usually the case with written tests (cf. Montrul et al. 
2008), and that the NS rely at least partly on their explicit knowledge in order to 
perform this task. The fact that there was considerable variation in the NS’s 
performance on the written proficiency test (70,8%-100%) is also an indication that 
the test is also measuring literacy (cf. Hamilton et al. 1993). Furthermore, the absence 
of correlation between the performance of the NNS on the proficiency test and the 
                                                          
11
 For example, they exhibit their lowest accuracy on neuter nouns ending in -ma (which are often 
considered feminine) than on all other endings. 
12
 Although they exhibit higher accuracy in semantically prototypical nouns (i.e. nouns in which natural 
and grammatical gender coincide) in both tasks, the difference is much more pronounced in the gender 
assignment task. 
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intensity of the input that they have received also points to this direction. It could be 
that intensity of input contributes more to implicit knowledge, while the written 
proficiency test reflects mostly explicit knowledge and literacy. One could, then, 
infer, based on this findings, that the NS use their explicit knowledge in the 
derivational morphology task, which is contrary to what we have concluded above for 
the NNS. It could be, however, that the NS and the NNS behave differently and rely 
on different resources in order to perform the particular tasks. 
Thus, we can conclude that there are differences between the NNS’s 
performance on different tasks, which should probably be interpreted as evidence that 
the NNS rely more on their explicit knowledge in the gender assignment task, when 
they have more time to do that. It cannot, however, be excluded that these findings are 
a result of domain specificity. Evidently, more fine-grained research using on-line 
methods is needed in order to determine whether these findings are due to domain-
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